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Mr. Coyle welcomed members to the meeting. He re-introduced Claire Hsu. Ms. 

Hsu is an attorney at Werge & Hahn LLC who joined for the March meeting. In 
addition, Mr. Coyle welcomed Joseph Chase. Mr. Chase is interning for the Office of 
Attorney Regulation Counsel this summer. He is a rising 2L student at the University of 
Denver Sturm College of Law.   
 

1. Overview of Platform User Data and Feedback 
 
Mr. White updated the subcommittee on platform usage and feedback. 156 

Colorado attorneys have applied for continuing legal education credit through the 
Colorado Lawyer Self-Assessment Program. 366 people have completed at least one 
section of the online survey platform according to the aggregate data collected by 
Standpoint Decision Support. Nearly half of users who voluntarily disclosed their firm’s 
practice size or setting in response to demographic questions indicated that they are 
either solo or small firm practitioners. 18 percent are in a government practice setting. 
Data gathered from users who voluntarily responded to the question asking about their 
years in practice shows that the cohort using the platform the most are lawyers who 
have practiced 11 to 20 years. The next most frequently selected cohort was for lawyers 
who have practiced between 6 and 10 years. 

 
Additional data points show that users tend to identify as areas of excellence 

their trust account practices. Areas for improvement include creating a firm succession 
plan and promoting well-being in one’s practice.  
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Mr. White reviewed recent promotional activities. They include a presentation to 
the University of Denver Sturm College of Law Mentoring Program on March 28 by Ms. 
McMurrey and Mr. White. This led to an invitation for Ms. McMurrey to present at the 
Denver law firm of Wilkinson Barker Knauer on May 30 regarding the program. Mr. 
White presented on Colorado Lawyer Self-Assessment Program at the Office of 
Attorney Regulation Counsel’s Trust Account School on April 13. He also presented on 
the program at the Pueblo County Bar Association’s “Law Day” CLE seminar on May 1, 
as well as at the “modern representation” (limited scope representation) CLE seminar 
held on May 11 at CBA-CLE’s Denver classroom. Further, Mr. White presented to the 
Cherry Creek Solo/Small Firm Section on May 18. That presentation specifically 
emphasized client communication procedures addressed in the self-assessment 
program. 

 
Mr. White shared with the subcommittee that at several of these events, lawyers 

who used the program volunteered positive feedback on the self-assessments and 
encouraged other lawyers to use the program. This is a testament to the utility of the 
content and the time and commitment of subcommittee volunteers to the program. 

 
Mr. White mentioned that support from the CBA has been vital to obtaining 

speaking engagements for several organizations. He thanked the CBA for its continued 
support. He also thanked CBA-CLE for its support. Several members of the 
subcommittee will present on Tuesday, July 17, on the Colorado Lawyer Self-
Assessment program at an all-day CLE seminar sponsored by both CBA-CLE and the 
Office of Attorney Regulation Counsel.  
 

2. Report from The Working Group to Enhance Platform Content and Design 
 

The working group formed to study the anonymous feedback on the online 
platform has met on a monthly basis since February. Members of this group include Dr. 
Brown, Mr. Fernandez, Ms. Hammer, Mr. Lyda, Mr. Moore, and Mr. White. They have 
reviewed the anonymous survey feedback, which has centered around several themes. 
First, certain users recommended more content geared towards solo and small firm 
practices and government practice. Another theme has been the desire for different 
answer options – more than a one to five scale or “yes” or “no.” The feedback related to 
answer choices has taken a variety of forms. Some users would like to rate themselves 
on a one to five scale for certain questions that currently feature “yes/no” response 
options. Some users suggested a “not applicable” or simply a “N/A” button option. 
Others recommend a “yes/no/sometimes” or “not consistently” approach to answer 
options. This feedback is consistent with that from the “beta-test” sessions conducted 
last September prior to the platform’s launch. 
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Under the platform’s current design, when users skip a question, the end of 

section report indicates that the answer to that question was “N/A.” The platform’s 
introductory screens explain that skipping a question is acceptable because certain 
survey questions may not apply to all law practices. For example, questions about 
supervising associate lawyers or support staff may not apply to solo practitioners who 
do not employ support staff. The online platform similarly informs user a skipped 
question appears as “N/A.” Mr. White mentioned that in presenting on the self-
assessment program, he has mentioned that lawyers should review each question. This 
is the case even if lawyers think the question does not apply. Just because the issue 
identified in a question does not apply in a current practice setting does not mean that 
the lawyer should not think about it. Fluidity of employment in the profession means 
that the issue raised may, in the future, be one a lawyer confronts in his or her practice. 

 
The working group to improve the online platform discussed this feedback in 

monthly meetings since February. The group reached a consensus as follows: (1) users 
should have the option of answering “N/A,” or some variation on that, (2) this “N/A” 
response should be a separate answer choice from the “yes” or “no” answer options 
presently found in the assessment, (3) the content working groups that developed the 
questions and topics to cover in the ten individual assessments should make the 
decision as to which questions merit a “N/A” option, and (4) those groups should also 
assess whether a “N/A” answer option is best, or whether another answer choice, such 
as “sometimes,” would be desirable. The working group studying platform 
enhancements believes having the content-specific experts address these topics is most 
appropriate.  

 
Ms. Hammer spoke and said that she and Dr. Brown reviewed the video 

recording of the September 12, 2017, beta-test session. She said that they did this to 
understand feedback from lawyers using the platform. She said that, at times, more 
explanation surrounding certain questions or closer critical thinking might prompt 
selection of “yes” or “no” answer as opposed to “N/A.” She expressed concern that 
incorporating a “N/A” button may send the message that rules of professional conduct 
do not apply to lawyers when lawyers are bound by all rules. She advocated for having 
users think critically about the reasons a certain best practice or rule might not 
immediately apply to a practice and that it is important to have users engage in that 
thought process. Dr. Brown also recommended making sure that the addition of more 
answer options allows for a meaningful thought process and a meaningful response. 

 
Several members observed that messaging within the platform can explain that 

while lawyers must comply with all rules of professional conduct, certain rules might 
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not apply to a particular practice setting, which is to be expected. Mr. White pointed out 
that the written assessments developed by multiple working groups featured a “N/A” 
answer column, indicating groups designing the content had a “N/A” option on their 
minds. Mr. Stark said that rather than incorporating a new answer choice, messaging in 
the introduction could be further tailored to this issue. It could explain that while 
certain questions might not apply to a lawyer’s practice, all lawyers need to be aware of 
the rules. Ms. Glenn recommended explaining that a “firm” includes a solo practice. 

 
Mr. Coyle suggested that subcommittee members look at the Illinois PMBR 

platform for guidance on structuring response options. Ms. Peterson said one solution 
could be to have more tailored modules, such as an assessment specific to government 
practice. Several members suggested that in addition to allowing users to select “N/A,” 
the subcommittee might want to consider having a screen appear for users who select 
“N/A” to explain why the question does not apply. On this point, Mr. White said that 
he has explored with Standpoint Decision Support various options for creating a “N/A” 
button, as well as different numeric response options beyond the current one to five star 
scale. Standpoint Decision Support can also create a second, pop-up screen or logic 
jump that allows users to say why the practice does not apply to them.  

 
Mr. White said that between now and the next subcommittee meeting in August, 

each working group should meet, review the content in their sections, and decide what 
questions should get more response choice options beyond “yes” and “no.” He said that 
the groups should identify what additional response options might be useful, whether 
that is “N/A” or a “sometimes,” or perhaps a “I am satisfied with my compliance” or a 
logic jump screen. He asked members to send those responses to him so changes can be 
implemented. Mr. White will send an email to the subcommittee with instructions. 

 
After the conversation regarding response options, several members suggested 

that the subcommittee might want to consider whether there is a way to anonymously 
gather information on the average use rate for sections to make sure that the assessment 
is appropriately tailored for a three-credit CLE activity. 
 

3. Report from American Bar Association (ABA) Conference on Professional 
Responsibility  

 
Mr. Coyle updated the group on the recent ABA Conference on Professional 

Responsibility. He said that a roundtable discussion on PMBP initiatives drew 
regulators from many jurisdictions in the U.S. and Canada. He and Mr. White presented 
on Colorado’s program. Colorado’s voluntary approach continues to be a model. A 
number of other states are interested in exploring PMBP using Colorado’s approach. 
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Ms. Funk mentioned that at the ABA National Forum on Client Protection, held 

alongside the ABA Conference on Professional Responsibility, Mr. Coyle received the 
Isaac Hecht Award from the National Client Protection Organization. The award 
recognizes individuals and professional organizations that have demonstrated 
excellence in the field of client protection. This includes significant achievements in 
promoting public confidence in the integrity of the legal profession, substantial 
reimbursement of law clients for eligible losses caused by a lawyer’s dishonest conduct, 
development of programs to prevent or detect professional misconduct in the practice 
of law, and meaningful public information programs for attorneys and legal 
consumers.  

 
Members congratulated Mr. Coyle on his award and his upcoming retirement. 

Ms. Ezyk also retires from her position as the Executive Director of the Colorado 
Lawyer Assistance Program on June 30. Mr. White and members thanked her for her 
service to the subcommittee. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 1:10 p.m. The next subcommittee meeting is August 

15, 2018, at noon in Conference Room 1D. 
 

       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
       /s/ James C. Coyle    
       James C. Coyle 
       Attorney Regulation Counsel 


